Despite much research done on strategy, there still exist several questions unanswered. Not much research is done to examine lower intermediate English as a Foreign Language (EFL) learners' performance on the reading section of the First Certificate of English exam (FCER) in the post strategy instruction period. The results indicate that learners vary not only in terms of their performance on the FCER, but also on the employed metacognitive strategy.
Introduction
In spite of the tremendous research in the field of applied linguistics on reading comprehension (Abbott, 2006; Grabe, 2009 ), one of the persistent problems in language testing (LT) has been the nature of reading construct (Duck & Pearson, 2002) . The reason might be due to the fact that different research has depicted this construct differently. This has led the scholars to come up with different conceptualizations of what reading comprehension is (Carrell, 1987; Grabe, 2009 , Nist & Holschuh, 2000 .
To unravel the mystery of reading comprehension ability, scholars have attempted to clear up the possible underlying processes English as Foreign Language (EFL) readers at different English proficiency levels might go through to answer reading items. Caldwell and Leslie (2010) used think-aloud protocol analysis to investigate the nature of reading construct. Cohen and Upton (2007) examined different strategies both native and nonnative speakers used to answer the reading section of the TOEFL test. All these enquiries have revealed that the nature of reading comprehension differed across different groups. McGuire and Yewchuk (1996) , for example, studied four gifted upper elementary students with reading problems found that these students used evaluation, paraphrasing, and regulation of metacognitive strategies effectively; however, what they significantly showed was individual differences in using strategies. Anderson, Bachman, Perkins, and Cohen (1991) found that there was a significant relationship among question types, learners' performance on reading test and the reading strategy they used. Elsewhere, O'Malley and Chamot (1990) found out that the nature of learners' strategy use influenced their way they performed in a given task.
Reading Comprehension and Strategy
There is no single way to explain reading comprehension (Grabe, 2009) . Reading comprehension issues have been discussed from different perspectives including "metacognitive theory" (Nist & Holschuh, 2000) , "schema theory" (Alderson, 2000; Brown & Yule, 1989) , "knowledge theory" (Nist & Holschuh, 2000) , and "text structure theory" (Halliday & Hasan, 1984; Carrell, 1990) . Khalifa and Weir (2009) delineated that there were three possible ways to explain reading comprehension as (1) the factorial approach which indicates that reading is a multi-divisible construct (Grabe, 2009 ); (2) the skill approach which explains the nature of reading comprehension based on the respondents' behavior; and (3) the cognitive processing model that depicts reading comprehension in terms of different levels of representations. The reading section of the new FCER has adopted both cognitive and skill approach to reading comprehension (Khalifa & Weir, 2009 ).
The FCER test is constructed to measure learners' competency at upper intermediate proficiency level. In this test, three types of reading comprehension are measured (Khalifa & Weir, 2009 ) as comprehending across sentences, following the organization of the text, and searching reading. The first part measures learners' ability to find main ideas, writers' attitude, tone, purpose, and opinion, to understand the propositional meaning, and text organization features. The second part taps on learners' ability to follow text structure such as cause-effect, comparison-contrast, and similar relationships (Grabe, 2009 ). Finally the last part measures readers' ability to scan the multiple texts. Scanning is a form-based perceptual recognition process, like looking for a date; no semantic processing is required during such a search, whereas skimming is a more meaning-based activity which involves a slower processing rate and requires stopping in places to semantically process words, phrases, and clauses (Grabe, 2009) .
To unveil what processes learners may go through to answer the FCER items, we probe into learners' use of cognitive and metacognitive strategies. Learning strategy refers to any action that learners take to solve a learning problem; it includes cognitive, metacognitive, and affective strategies (Oxford, 1990) . Research indicates qualitative and quantitative differences between competent and poor readers (Grenfell & Macaro, 2007; Macaro, 2001; O'Malley & Chamot, 1990; Takac, 2008) . Oxford (1990) believes that successful use of strategy highly hinges on learners' flexibility. Moreover, Anderson, Bachman, Perkins, and Cohen (1991) found that there was a relationship between strategy use and question type. They found that learners made use of skimming, paraphrasing, guessing, and elimination when they answered difficult items.
Despite much research done on strategies, there still remain many questions unanswered. Little research is done to examine lower intermediate EFL learners' performance on the reading section of the FCE exam. To this end, this research addresses the following questions:
(1) Is there any significant relationship between different types of strategy and the FCER?
( 2) To what extent can EFL learners' use of strategies predict their performance on the FCER?
(3) Is there any significant difference between poor and good readers' use of reading strategies?
Method
This study followed ex-post facto design through which the data of 144 EFL learners attending a preparatory course for reading section of the FCE exam were gathered. The learners (47 male and 97 female) were studying English related majors at Islamic Azad University and aged between 18 and 35 years old. Based on their score on the Oxford Placement Test (OPT), they were estimated to be at the lower intermediate levels scores ranging from 24 to 34 on the OPT.
Instruments
Three instruments were used in this study as (1) the Oxford Placement Test to estimate participants' English proficiency level; (2) reading section of the FCE exam to estimate their reading competency; and (3) Cognitive and Metacognitive Reading Questionnaire to elicit their use of reading strategy. The 60 item OPT test measures participants' reading, grammar, and vocabulary through three parts. The Cronbach Alpha yielded the alpha of 0.70 for this instrument.
The second instrument was FCER which measures reading ability through three tasks with the total length of 2,000 words. The first task consists of eight multiple choice questions aiming at measuring participants' global careful reading. The second part is composed of a text with seven sentences removed and placed in a scrambled order together. The last part comprises of several short texts preceded by 15 multiple matching questions. The test lasted 90 minutes. Two items (6 and 21) were omitted from the final analysis because they were insignificantly correlated with the FCER total score; the item-total correlation ranged from -0.24 to 0.573 at the significant level of 0.05. After omission, the Cronbach Alpha yielded an alpha of 0.81 for this test.
The last instrument was Cognitive and Metacognitive Reading Questionnaire (CMR-Q) with 27 five point Likert type questions. The questionnaire is taken from Phakiti (2003) , and measures two types of reading strategies of cognitive and metacognitive, each with two levels. From among 27 questions in this questionnaire (1) five questions (2, 6, 7, 8, 9) measure Comprehending cognitive strategy; (2) four questions (4, 5, 20, 28) measure Retrieval cognitive strategy; (3) 11 items (14, 16, 18, 22, 21, 24, 25, 29, 31, 32, 33 ) measure Planning metacognitive strategies; and (4) finally seven questions (15, 17, 19, 23, 26, 27, 30) measure Monitoring metacognitive strategy. Cronbach Alpha analysis yielded an alpha of 0.90.
Results
Reading strategies and the FCER test. The results of Pearson correlation coefficient indicated that none of Cognitive strategies were significantly correlated with FCE, whereas FCE is significantly correlated with Planning metacognitive strategy (r = 0.287, p < 0.05) and Monitoring metacognitive strategy (r = 0.27, p < 0.05). This indicates that students' metacognitive abilities change through reading classroom, although this seems not to happen for these students' cognitive skills.
Whether strategy can predict performance on the FCER exam. The results of multiple-regression using backward method revealed that two strategies of comprehension and planning predict 13.5 percent of the reading section of the FCE exam, R 2 = 0.135, F (2, 141) = 11.011, p < 0.05. The total R reported in this analysis is 0.368 and the R Square is 0.135. Furthermore, the results indicated that Comprehension cognitive strategy (t (137) = -2.93, p < 0.05) and Planning metacognitive strategy (t (137) = 4.433, p < 0.05) were significant predictors of learners' success in the reading section of the FCE exam. The standardized Beta values for these two predictors (Comprehension β = -0.244, Planning β = 0.368) were significant. However, the negative Beta indicates that students misused comprehension cognitive strategy.
A close look at the questions 2, 6, 7, 8, and 9, which form comprehension strategy, indicates that Comprehension strategy in Phakiti's (2003) questionnaire is limited to translation (question 1), inferencing the text irrespective of word knowledge (question 6), grasping the main idea through skimming and scanning (question 7), finding possible relationship between text and reading question (question 8), and using prior knowledge (question 9). As the participants in this study were lower intermediate learners participating in the FCE preparation class, the finding is not surprising. However, the regression analysis revealed that planning metacognitive strategy was a positive predictor of learners' performance in the reading section of the FCE. This means that with better planning strategy, EFL learners' performances on the reading section of the FCE improved.
Poor and good readers' use of strategies. Cluster analysis was used to categorize learners into two groups of poor (M = 9.22, SD = 3.16) and good (M = 19.16, SD = 3.10) readers. The results of one-way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) indicated that two groups were significantly different from each other in terms of their score in the FCER exam, F (1, 143) = 327.47, p < 0.05.
Four independent t-tests were run on the four measures of CMR-Q Composites. The results revealed that Poor (M = 36.79, SD = 6.5) and good (M = 41.26, SD = 7.8) readers were significantly different on their score in Planning metacognitive strategy; t (85.4) = -3.43, p < 0.05. Moreover, there was a significant difference in the scores of Monitoring metacognitive strategy for poor (M = 23.71, SD = 4.1) and good (M = 26.26, SD = 4.4) readers; t (142) = -3.41, p < 0.05. These results indicated that good readers employed metacognitive strategies significantly more than poor readers.
Conclusion
This study was to investigate the relationship between ELF lower intermediate learners' performance (good versus poor performance) on FCER and cognitive and metacognitive strategies they used during test-taking. The results revealed that only metacognitive strategies were correlated with FCER. As the FCER test and the questionnaire were given at the end of the preparatory course for the FCER exam, the result was not surprising. It was expected that students' metacognitive abilities would change through reading classroom; this seemed not to happen for this students' cognitive skills, though. This is in line with Phakiti's (2003) research which reported a positive relationship between metacognitive strategies with the reading test performance although the correlation he found was not high. The reason for lack of correlation between cognitive and reading test performance in this study might be due to the fact that the participants in this study were at the B1 English proficiency level, whereas the FCER exam addresses upper intermediate learners.
Another finding of this study was that Comprehension cognitive strategy and Planning metacognitive strategy predicted learners' performance in the FCER. A surprising point was that Comprehension Beta was negative. This indicated that students misused Comprehension cognitive strategy. This is in line with research that indicated low proficient language learners could not properly make use of cognitive strategies (Caldwell & Leslie, 2010; Wade, 1990) . Wade (1990) found that good readers were more meaning-based and used inferences more properly, whereas poor readers resorted to prior knowledge and made hypothesis for every segment of the text. Elsewhere, Caldwell and Leslie (2010) found that most readers with high scores on question and few inferences in their recall have resorted to paraphrasing the text instead of inferencing and building mental model of the text.
And finally the results indicated that good readers' uses of Planning and Monitoring metacognitive strategies were significantly better than those of poor readers. This is in line with Purpura's (1998) studies. Purpura (1998) explored the interrelationship between learners' performance on L2 (second language) test (reading comprehension and grammar) and their cognitive and metacognitive strategy use, using exploratory factor analysis and structural equation modeling. The result of 1,382 participants taking both questionnaire (80 items) and a standardized language test (70 items) indicated poor readers used retrieving metacognitive strategies more, whereas good readers used other metacognitive strategies.
